engaging with the university and the scholars there, although not in any formal capacity. and death -to name some, but not all, of the most prominent topics. In this work, Krauss accomplished three impressive feats: first, he meticulously presented the various rabbinic sources on each subject, making a special effort to clarify the technical terms for and the taxonomy of the different physical items, largely unfamiliar to the twentieth-century ear; second, he strove to illustrate, or bring to life, the topics of his investigation with whatever archaeological remains were known in his time; and third, he wove all the details into a synthesized, rich and comprehensive picture. Occasionally, the author extended beyond the narrow confines of the physical realm to matters we would label today as social history. The long chapter on family life (TA II, pp. l-54) provides a good example of such a digression, where the author discussed issues such as education and the discipline of children (TA II, or the status of women (TA II, . But here, too, Krauss's methodology remained consistent, particularly in clarifying the vocabulary within the semantic field of the topic in rabbinic literature and then synthesizing the data into a fuller and coherent picture.
Soon after the completion of this monumental work in German, Krauss began working on a second edition, this time in Modern Hebrew, which he called QEdmoniyot ha-Talmud (QEd.) . 3 He envisioned this undertaking to be a complete revision of the German original, wider in scope, content and organization.4 Many obstacles, however, delayed the conclusion of the second r. The various Jewish encyclopedias normally devote short entries to summarize Krauss's life; see, e.g., Encyclopedia Judaica 10, cols 1248-50. For more elaborate details, see my discussions of his life below and the notes there (esp. n. 7).
2. S. Krauss, Talmudische Archiiologie (3 vols.; Leipzig: G. Fock, 1910-12) [TA] . 3. Idem, ~dmoniyot ha-Talmud (2 vols, 4 parts; Odessa/Berlin/Vienna/Tel-Aviv, [~d.].
project: The first part of volume I appeared in Odessa in 1914, but then the turbulent years of World War I suspended the work, and the second part of volume II came out only ten years later in Berlin. Another few years passed before Devir, a Jewish publishing house in British Mandate Palestine, in the newly founded city of Tel Aviv, picked up the project and printed part one of volume II in 1929. But once again history thwarted Krauss's plans, and the second part of volume II was not published until 1945. By then the project came to a final halt and no further material from the Hebrew edition ever saw light. The Hebrew edition mostly corresponds to the first two-thirds of volume I of TA (up top. 207) , with one chapter on travel (Qf!d. I.1, pp. n4ff.) taken from volume II (TA II, . It also adds a new opening section on the different forms of settlements as well as a section eulogizing Jerusalem (Qf!d. I.1, , both missing from TA. The Hebrew edition, though smaller in size, is more comprehensive in its treatment of the various topics.
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Although praise was slow to come at first, the academic world eventually acknowledged that Krauss had achieved a breakthrough, recognizing his scholarship as an innovation worth pursuing; more recent scholars have even cherished him as the founding father of the ambitious new field called Jewish Material Culture (or n"i~in m:::iin in Hebrew). 6 His works, in both German and Hebrew, are now widely accepted and utilized.
But, at the same time, Krauss has also been misunderstood. Certain misconceptions and inaccuracies have prevented us from fully appreciating who Krauss was, what led him to initiate his pioneering scholarly projects, and finally why and in what ways he is still relevant to us. The following study wishes to place Krauss and his work in their immediate intellectual and scholarly contexts and to investigate the nature of his endeavour from opening pages of volume ll. r.
5. For example, the first chapter in TA dealing with caves is six pages long, roughly two pages of text and another four pages of notes (TA I, pp. 2-4, and notes on pp. 268-72), whereas the equivalent chapter in OJ!d. runs to ten pages. Biographical and intellectual background When he published the first volume of TA, at the age of 44, Krauss had only just landed his first real academic position four years earlier, at the rabbinical seminary in Vienna (in 1906) . His life story up to this point, as well as his intellectual scope and research interests, mirrors the strides of a typical Wissenschqft des judentums scholar.' Krauss's education was standard for an Orthodox boy in Hungary; he attended Talmudei torah and yeshivot, first in Jfooshaza and then, starting at the age of 13, in Papaa, a town in north-west Hungary (the latter yeshiva was led at the time by the German rabbi Solomon Breuer, the son-in-law and successor of Samson Raphael Hirsch, a leader of German Orthodox Jews). With some variations, these institutions modelled their curriculum on a Lithuanian-style study of gemara -that is, Talmudbuilt on the exegesis of Solomon hen Isaac (Rashi, c. 1040-no5) and other medieval rabbinic commentators known as the Rishonim. In addition to this textually oriented study of the Talmud, the curriculum included Poskim, the medieval and early modern legal codes that provided talmudically based detailed manuals for Jewish life, by scholars such as Maimonides, the North African Isaac of Fez (the Rif), Jacob b. Asher, author of the compilation of laws known as the Four Columns (Arba'a turim), and the sixteenth-century scholar Joseph Caro, who produced the most widely accepted Jewish legal code, the Shulhan arukh. Oerusalem: Reuven Mass, i937), p. ix. The biographical details that follow are taken from this piece and a few other sketches of Krauss that were produced mainly by his students; see A.R. Malakhi, 'Samuel Krauss', in S. Krauss, QErot battey ha-tefillah be-yisra'el (New York: Ogen, 1955 After spending five years in these two institutions in Budapest, Krauss moved to Berlin and continued his studies; the curriculum he created combined Jewish scholarly disciplines at the Hochschule fiir die Wissenschaft des Judentums with general studies at the local university, and later at the university in GieBen as well. In 1893, he submitted his dissertation to that university. Nine years after taking the first step on the academic path, Krauss, now 27 (New York: Sepher Hermon, 1986 Midrasch und Targum explored the Greek and Latin words embedded in rabbinic literature.
12
Nowhere during these years did Krauss obtain any significant knowledge of archaeology. Nor, in fact, did he evince any interest in the subject. Berlin, where he studied from 1889 to 1893, was a celebrated centre of archaeological studies, a highly regarded and developed field of scholarship in Germany at that time; it was considered a 'major academic discipline' (GrcifJwissenschaft), with museums, research institutions and, above all, university courses on the highest level.
13 Despite these rich offerings and plentiful opportunities, Krauss Archaeology and Philhellenism in Germany, 1750 -1970 (Princeton NJ: Princeton University Press, 1996 . Krauss also ignored archaeology while studying in Budapest, despite many possibilities for archaeological training, though fewer than in Berlin; see Erdey-Gruz Many other hardships and disappointments clouded these years -stretches of poverty and despair during and after World War I; the stinging denial of more respectable, and more physically and financially secure, jobs in Jerusalem and then New York, which never quite materialized; and, finally, witnessing first-hand the burning of the Vienna seminary's great library during the Kristallnacht.
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Despite the vicissitudes of his career, Krauss's scholarly productivity was steady and impressive. By one count his publications number over a thousand pieces.w Throughout his forty-five years of essays, lectures, articles and books, he clung to lexicographical-linguistic tools and philological considerations. 15 . A full list of Krauss's scholarly output during those years can be found in the bibliography prepared by his student at the Vienna seminar, Eliyahu Ashtor; see E. Strauss, Bibliographie der Schriften Prof Dr. Samuel Krauss' 1887 -1937 (Vienna: Holzer, 1937 ). Like other Wissenschaft scholars of his day, he saw his role primarily to detect, to philologically verify, and then to interpret, ancient terms and phrases, whether in Aramaic, Hebrew, Arabic, Greek or Latin (and, to a lesser degree, in other ancient languages as well). He also attempted to synthesize the data in order to shed useful light on ancient Jewish life. At times, Krauss also ventured into historical studies, whether to clarify the context of the terms he was studying or to elucidate figures and institutions of the Jewish past.
His greatest scholarly achievement -the study of the physical world of the rabbis -which received its full expression in TA (although accompanied by numerous smaller studies), is best understood if seen within this spectrum of his broader career.
Talmudische Archiiologie -terminology and methodology TA embodies the full scope of Krauss's scholarly priorities and displays both the apex of his work and its limitations. Despite the title's use of the term 'archaeology', this massive work only briefly and superficially touches upon actual physical remains. To Krauss, the term 'archaeology' did not mean the study of physical remains in and of itself, but rather stood for the totality of the real, daily world of the ancients, whether tangible or not. As mentioned above, the book covers areas that have no immediate connection to the physical realm, such as family life, and it includes discussions of many non-material aspects of human experience such as naming, age and lifespan, and the position of women in society. 21 Krauss considered all these to be 'archaeology'. Prof. Peter Schafer first pointed out this possibility to me. It is hard to determine whether this is indeed the case for Krauss, as he was surely aware of both the chronological and the disciplinary registers of the word. When he discusses archaeology in the introduction to TA he seems to refer to the discipline, as for example when he lists it among the numerous branches of learning that Regardless of its somewhat misleading terminology, Krauss' s three-volume project explores the tangible, material world as it is depicted in rabbinic texts, with some attention, although much less exhaustive, to the Hebrew Bible.
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Krauss rigorously studied these texts in the old-fashioned philological way, detecting variants and alternative versions in textual witnesses and comparing and analysing parallels. Reference to actual physical remains he restricted only to brief illustrations. To us, his conception of archaeology may seem overly simplistic, but we must be careful not to project our own wishes onto him; he was not, contrary to one recent study, an 'artifact-based scholar'. Dealing with the latter, which take up the bulk of the chapter, he began with materials -stones, bricks, wood and others moved to the construction and foundations of buildings, and then meticulously discussed their various parts, were required for his book (and apologizes that no one can expect him to master them all): 'Der Verfasser gibt sich bezi.iglich der Kenntnis so verschiedenartiger Realien keiner Tauschung bin, zumal im vorliegenden Falle, wo sie uns in einem fremden Idiom und nur in gelegentlichen Notizen i.iberliefert werden. Man kann nicht zugleich Theologe, Philologe, Archaologe und auch Maurer, Schneider, Landwirt, Schmied, Musiker usw. sein' (TA I, p. ix). On the other hand, the various biblical archaeology books that Krauss consulted (which I discuss in detail below) explicitly assigned the Altertiimer meaning to the word 'archaeology' in their title. and is limited to the introductory survey of the section. Having covered these preliminary topics -the etymological and the physical -Krauss devoted the bulk of the section to an examination of rabbinic references to caves. Here, too, he organized the discussion around terms the rabbis use to designate the parts of the cave -Cl''?n:::>, m~t:ii, nron:::>~, "' 11:::l, Cl't:i'pto, Cl'"'lnJ and more -which Krauss, the expert lexicographer, laboured with great precision to define. To reach these lexicographical goals, he employed his vast knowledge of rabbinics, with constant reference to medieval commentators, textual variants and parallel sources. He also utilized classical sources in Greek and Latin, as well as Semitic material other than Hebrew and Aramaic, in order to shed further light on the meaning of these terms.
Krauss organized all twelve parts of TA in a similar vein. The core of the discussion relies on the terms and phrases gathered from rabbinic texts. Data from the physical landscape serves as a rather meagre illustration for the topic, usually in the introductory portion of each discussion. So, for instance, when he wrote about roofs and ceilings and came across rabbinic references to arches and domes, he offered parallel references from Greek and Latin literature as well as drawings of such elements from the Hauran (TA I, pp.
27-30). But he neither engaged in any serious investigation of chronological or typological developments of available archaeological material, nor seriously consider its relevance to his discussions. In the chapter on caves, similarly, he showed no awareness of the chronological disparity between the burial caves from Marisa, mainly from the Hellenistic period, and those from Mar Saba, which are Byzantine, thus 500 years apart. He also, not surprisingly, neglected the functional difference between them -burial in Marisa, and residence for reclusive monks in Mar Saba.
Scholarly contexts -models and influence
In many ways, TA serves as something of a thematic dictionary, a handbook.
Though organized topically and not alphabetically like most dictionaries, it nevertheless seeks, above all else, to clarify and organize the terminology employed in rabbinic depictions of the physical world. As we have seen, regard to actual archaeological findings was minimal, sporadic and mainly illustrative. Detecting the lexicographical commitment, as well as the philological methodology, that defines Krauss's scholarship in TA places him in direct succession to another Hungarian scholar, a generation older, who overlapped with him for three years in Budapest before departing for New York: Alexander Kohut (1842-1894). The compiler and author of the first modern rabbinic dictionary, 'Arukh ha-shalem, Kohut based his work on the same principles that would later guide Krauss's efforts in TA, especially the insistence that semantics, the meaning of words that people of a certain era used, held the key to the reconstruction of their world. 25 the core of recent material culture scholarship, the building blocks ofKrauss's project were language and philology.
Despite his resolute attention to words, Krauss's decision to apply the lexicographical and philological model to matters related to physical objects required immersion in the realm of the tangible. He had no choice but to pursue material objects, documenting their appearance in rabbinic literature, navigating archaeological encyclopedias and guidebooks, finding comparable examples to illustrate the rabbinic material. This endeavour departed from the common grounds trotted by most Jewish scholars of his time. And so, the question remains why did he do it?
Kohut's influence as manifested in Krauss's steadfast commitment to lexicography and philology cannot be overstated. But, in addition, in selecting this topic for his research, Krauss may very well have been inspired by one of his primary teachers in Budapest, David Kaufmann.
27 In 1901, only a couple of years after Kaufmann died at the age of 47, and more or less at the time that Krauss had begun to contemplate the project that would become TA, he produced a 60-page biography of Kaufmann.2 8 The fifth
27. This source of influence on Krauss was already suggested by Steven Fine, although without the evidence I provide here; see Fine, Art and Judaism, pp. 17, 34. Other than the point about Kaufmann's inspiration ofKrauss, I find myself disagreeing with Fine's reconstructions, which see the rabbinical seminar in Budapest in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries as the 'focal point' for the process of 'integrat[ing] archaeological remains into its understanding of ancient Judaism' (p. 17), as well as his portrayal of Krauss (and Ludwig Blau) as 'artifact-based scholars' (p. 34). Kaufmann developed an interest in Jewish art that intensified through the many illustrated manuscripts he purchased (with the funds of his wife's wealthy family), eventually becoming the renowned 'Kaufmann Collection' donated by his mother-in-law to the Hungarian Academy of Sciences. He also published a few studies on this topic, most notably refuting, for the first time, the common opinion that Jews produced no art because of the Second Commandment, and thus he was labelled by some as 'the first Jewish art historian'. So far as I know, Krauss was the first to highlight the novelty in Kaufmann's approach to Jewish art; see S. Krauss, David Kaufmann: Eine Biographie (Berlin: Calvary, 1901), p. 45. This assessment was later adopted by others; see Carmilly-Weinberger, The Rabbinical Seminary, p. 20; M. Olin, The Nation without Art: Examining Modern Discourse on Jewish Art (Lincoln NE: University of Nebraska Press, 2001), pp. 73-98. But these were rather peripheral interests to Kaufmann, whose expansive scholarly efforts and vast labours were applied elsewhere. It is worth noting, for example, that in all his classes at the rabbinical seminary in Budapest he never taught a topic even remotely dose to either art or archaeology. In the same vein, of the many dissertations produced by students at the Budapest seminary, only a handful dealt with archaeological topics, and only one(') concerns a topic remotely associated with archaeology and the Talmud (hygiene, in 1893); see CarmillyWeinberger, The Rabbinical Seminary, pp. 322-3. These modest numbers are in stark contrast to numerous dissertations on archaeological topics produced in other institutions (to be discussed later), thus refuting the notion that Budapest led the trend of incorporating archaeology into Jewish Studies. For a thorough, updated survey of Kaufmann's personal story and a well-balanced assessment of his academic work, see Ormos, 'David Kaufmann',  
48; Kaufmann zweifelte nicht daran, daft in judischen Handen das Material fur eine judische Archaologie vorhanden ist).
Praise aside, it seems that Krauss exaggerated the role of archaeology in Kaufmann's overall oeuvre. After all, in the nearly 30 books and over 500 essays that he produced in his short life, Kaufmann devoted only a tiny fraction to matters related to the physical world of the Jews. Kaufmann really was and how Krauss portrayed him tells us much about Krauss -about how he perceived his teacher and about the role Kaufmann played in shaping his own scholarly profile. Just a few years after setting down these thoughts, Krauss decided to carry out what he regarded as his teacher's legacy. Lacking further evidence, we will never know how much of the idea behind TA developed while Krauss studied with Kaufmann in Budapest, and how much came to be in the ensuing years as he was contemplating new projects that could lend him the academic prestige and job that he still lacked. Krauss's perception of Kaufmann, however, as paving the path for the study of archaeology by Jewish scholars is indubitable.
In addition to the immediate impact of Kohut and Kaufmann, three other strands, each prevalent in nineteenth-century scholarship, contributed to the shape and substance of Krauss's TA. First and foremost we must recogniz~ the broader intellectual and academic contexts that both stimulated and inspired projects such as Krauss's. Throughout the nineteenth century publishing houses all over Europe -in France, Great Britain, the Netherlands and Germany -inundated the public with reference works on almost any given subject, a process that had begun in earlier centuries but reached an unprecedented peak in this era. ever to be produced -took shape in precisely the same years: the first of its 84 volumes appeared in 1893, Krauss's final year in Berlin. 35 These were only the tip of the iceberg, as numerous publications summarized all available information about the Greek and Roman worlds. The growing field of Jewish Studies followed suit with a variety of encyclopedias and reference works published in this same period;
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Krauss himself participated in this burgeoning knowledge production. At the turn of the century, when he still lacked an academic job and before he began planning TA, Krauss contributed over 200 entries to The Jewish Encyclopedia, the most ambitious project of this sort in Jewish circles, carried out in the United States by an Austrian Jew Isidore Singer -who crossed the Atlantic for this sole purpose.
37 TA emanated from this broad process of encyclopedic documentation and should be seen as one of its products -a thematic handbook presenting the physical world of the Talmud. It offered Krauss, who up until that point worked on isolated and relatively restricted encyclopedia entries in projects belonging to others, the opportunity to launch a large-scale endeavour of the same nature, one that would be totally his own. A second source of inspiration for Krauss came from the proliferation of books devoted to what their authors called 'biblical archaeology'. Here, too, the word may mislead the modern reader. To take one example: in 1894, a year after Krauss completed his dissertation and still a decade before he began working on TA, Wilhelm Nowack, an established German biblical scholar at the University of Strasbourg (at the time, following the agreements resulting from the Prussian-Franco war of 1870-71, part of the Deutsches Reich), published the two-volume Lehrbuch der hebriiischen Archiiologie. 38 In his Introduction (pp. 1-2), Nowack provided a detailed discussion of the term 'archaeology' and made it perfectly clear that he assigned it a broad meaning designed to cover the entire 'representation of life conditions of (Wohnungen; , all the way to measurements, weights, and monetary denominations (pp. 198-220) . Similar to what we find later in Krauss, Nowack too ranged far beyond the physical, tangible realm, with detailed sections exploring the multifaceted aspects of family affairs (pp. 152-98), occupations and professions (Beschiiftigungen und Berufsarten; , the arts (pp. 251-79) and writing (pp. 279-99).
Striking similarities in structure, method and content connect the projects of Nowack and Krauss. Their chronological foci, however, differ; whereas Nowack centred on the so-called First Temple period, Krauss concentrated on the post-Second Temple era, the period that saw the production of rabbinic literature. 39 The books also do not coincide in scope -Nowack endeavoured to cover more ground than Krauss's TA, with his second volume addressing the realities of Israelite religious life, a subject Krauss left out completely. Even in the first volume Nowack included topics such as the military or the natural setting of the country, which Krauss ignored. ' 0 But other than the differences in chronology and scope, the two books are conspicuously alike, as if Krauss intended Talmudische Archaologie as the chronological sequel to Nowack's Hebriiische Archiiologie.
---· · · · -----39. But cf. Krauss's opening statements in the introduction to TA (I, p. vii) , claiming that Talmudic archaeology is connected to the biblical (Die Ta/mudische Archiiologie schlieflt sich unmittelbar an die biblische an) and that Jews preserved the core of their life in continuation of their old heritage.
40. But note that Krauss too recognized the relevance of these topics for his own project. He added a long section on the natural, geographical settings to the Hebrew second edition of TA (~d.
I.1, pp. 3-II3). Also, although it was not part of the TA/~d. project, he devoted an entire separate monograph to gathering and organizing all the data in rabbinic literatute relating to armies and Compare, for example, Krauss's first part on housing and furniture (TA, pp. l-77) to Nowack's discussion of the same topics (pp. 135-8): the internal organization of these two units -starting with temporary dwellings of caves and huts and moving to permanent structures, followed by discussion of building materials and techniques, and concluding with the various furniture and utensils inside is practically identical. 41 Furthermore, not only do most of the topics and the organization of the book overlap; the two authors also shared a common method and writing style. They organized each chapter around the terms that the ancient texts use -the Hebrew Bible in Nowack 's case and rabbinic literature in Krauss's. When referring to a certain subject, be it housing, agriculture, family life, hygiene, jewellery or clothing, both scholars collected the relevant terms from the far corners of their respective texts, were careful to include the original language wherever possible, and, in addition to explaining the meaning and providing a translation, also wove the terms into a coherent, holistic picture. For Nowack and Krauss alike, the terms that survived in ancient texts were the building blocks for re-creating the lost universe of the ancients. Both scholars also peppered their books with illustrations, mostly line drawings of various objects and structures that they borrowed from archaeological publications. Even the illustrations in both books closely resemble each other, and at times the same ones are used.
42
Neither Nowack nor Krauss conducted their research in a vacuum. They were preceded by a whole line of similar books by well-known scholars. This same kind of work, partially lexicographical, partially reconstructive of the antiquities of the Israelites, stretched even further back to Christian Hebraists of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.4
5 Krauss knew them all Nowack, Saalschiitz and these Christian Hebraist predecessors and he frequently relied on their work, as reflected in his bibliographies and even more so in the substance of his scholarship. He extended the chronological scope of these pioneering endeavours from the reconstruction of Israelite life, habits and environment to the realm of the Jews in the later Roman world, and by doing so applied their model, which had been focused on the Hebrew Bible, to the corpus of rabbinic literature. Finally, a third contributing factor that influenced Krauss's work came from the increasing number of books and dissertations related to the material world of ancient Jews that were published during the nineteenth century, by both established and budding scholars. Among the recognized figures devoted to these issues was the Hungarian Jewish scholar and Reform rabbi Immanuel Low, who published extensively on the realm of plants and vegetation, with a clear, although not exclusive, focus on the period of the Talmud. 46 Krauss shared Low's commitment to lexicography, he admired his erudition, and he solicited his comments for all the major books he produced. He even dedicated TA to Low. 47 Other pioneering works that anticipated Krauss's include a book by Adolf Brull on clothing from 1873 and a series of monographs on medicine in the Talmud, culminating in the studies of Julius Preuss in the early 19oos. 48 In addition, the growing circles of students who attended the Wissenschafi des Judentums institutions across Europe at the turn of the century also contributed. The proliferation of these establishments in the second half of the nineteenth century led to numerous dissertations on a wide array of topics associated with rabbinic literature. 49 The subject matter of more than a few of these works, some contemporary with Krauss and others preceding him, coincides with the themes of TA. To mention just one example, while he was working on the 'Housing and Household Appliances' (Wohnung und Hausgeriit) section of TA, Krauss benefited not only from the aforementioned chapters in Nowack's book on the biblical world, but also from two dissertations dealing with the rabbinic side of these topics. In 1898, seven years before Krauss launched his TA project, Johann Krengel, a student at the Jiidisch-Theologisches Seminar in Breslau, submitted a doctoral dissertation on furniture and household appliances in the Mishnah to the local university. 50 About a decade later, during the years in which Krauss was toiling on TA but before its actual publication, Arthur Rosenzweig, a student at the University of Berlin and the Hochschule (or the Lehranstalt, as it was called at the time) fiir die Wissenschaft des Judentums, submitted another dissertation, devoted to houses in the Mishnah.
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Krauss must have known Rosenzweig well. Fifteen years earlier, while in Berlin as a student, Arthur's father, Adolf Rosenzweig himself a scholar with strong interest in archaeology and of Hungarian descent like Krauss served as the chief rabbi of the Neue Synagoge, the central institution of Berlin's Jewish community. 52 It is hard to imagine that two Hungarian interests, and living for years in a foreign city, would not be well acquainted. 
